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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 33-37,39,42-48,50-60,62 and 63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Coleman('884) in view of Donsky('202), Cassai(D'269), and 
Clements('328), further in view of Baker(WO '03) further in view of Philadelphia City 
Paper, www.topps.com , and www.toppscanada.com . further in view of Gallart et 
al('350), Schlotter et al(748),Silverstein(*352), and Tupper(2,766,796) for the reasons 
fully and clearly detailed in the Office actions mailed 4/23/04 and 10/21/04. 

Cassai and Clements are relied on as further evidence of the notoriously well 
known concept of providing a dividing wall to impart multiple compartments to a 
container for containing the same or different contents. Tupper is relied on as further 
evidence of the conventionality of the use of a two cover system and the fact that the 
outer cover is removably connected to the inner cover by an inner sleeve which 
connects to a flange on the inner cover. As noted previously, such structure, of course, 
is also shown in the Topps device, Gallart et al, etc. Note, too, as noted previously, the 
particular shape of the container is seen to have been an obvious result effective 
variable. Tapered containers are notoriously old in the art of packaging. 

Claims 38,40,41,49 and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the references as applied to claim 33 above, and further in view of 
Coleman et al('535), Parr(D'455), Parr(D'456), Kennedy('515), Overland('006) and 
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Ferguson('685) for the reasons fully and clearly detailed in the Office actions mailed 
4/23/04 and 10/21/04. 

All of applicants remarks filed 4/22/05 have been fully and carefully considered 



but have not been found to be convincing. It is urged that Donsky is non-analogous art. 
This urging was anticipated in the Office action mailed 4/23/04 and addressed therein 
on page 4 of the action. As for the urging that Donsky does not connect the applicators 
as claimed, Donsky does not have to show this arrangement for the rejection to be 
proper. This is because Coleman('884) already teaches the conventionality of the 
structural relationship. The remainder of the urgings argue each reference separately 
emphasizing that these secondary references have single compartments. Note, 
however, that the references are applied in combination under 35USC103 for various 
reasons but are not relied on to teach the conventionality of partitioned walled 
multicompartmented containers which are taught by Donsky, Cassai and Clements. 
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